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REMARKS 

Claims 1-21 axe pending in this application. By this Amendment, claims 1, 8 and 15 have 
been amended. No new matter has been added. It is submitted that this Amendment is fully 
responsive to the Office Action dated August 22, 2007. Please reconsider the application in view 
of the above amendments and the following remarks. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 8, 10, 1 1 and 15, 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Tanimoto (JPO 2002-281230). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Independent claims 1, 8 and 15 

Applicants respectfully contend that the rejection based on Tanimoto under 102(e) is 
improper because Tanimoto is neither an issued US patent nor a published US application. 
However, Tanimoto appears to qualify as a prior art reference under 102(a). Therefore, the 
applicant will address this rejection under 102(a). 

Claim 1 , as amended, now calls for means for scanning an original document having at 
least one page to be transmitted; means for generating image data of said at least one page for a 
facsimile communication; means for serially converting the image data of a page of said original 
document for the facsimile communication into packets as electronic mail data, said converting 
occurring in parallel with the scanning of said page of the original document; and means for 
serially transmitting the electronic mail data in the form of electronic mail for each packet. 
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Independent claims 8 and 15 have been amended to include similar features all which 
find support in at least Fig. 3 of the present application. 

Tanimoto discloses an internet communication method and an internet facsimile machine 
for shortening a period of time from the time an original document is transmitted to the time the 
image of the original document is received by a terminal at the receiving side. Tanimoto shortens 
the aforementioned period of time by generating the image data for each page of the original 
document and then transmitting each image data formed per page of the original document as an 
attached file of one electronic mail within one electronic mail forwarding protocol session. 

In contrast, the present invention shortens the aforementioned period of time in a 
completely different manner. For example, as illustrated in at least Fig. 3 of the present 
application, it employs a parallel process. The parallel process allows it to simultaneously scan a 
page, generate the image data for the scanned portion of this page, packetize the generated image 
data and transmit the packetized data in an e-mail message within one electronic mail message 
session. 

In other words, Tanimoto has to scan the entire page before it can transmit the image 
data; whereas, the present invention transmits image data in parallel with scanning. 
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Therefore, because Tanimoto fails to disclose the conversion unit disclosed in the 
amended claims 1, 8 and 15, Applicants submit that the Tanimoto reference does not disclose or 
fairly suggest the features as now set forth in claim 1 concerning means for scanning an original 
document having at least one page to be transmitted; means for generating image data of said at 
least one page for a facsimile communication; means for serially converting the image data of a 
page of said original document for the facsimile communication into packets as electronic mail 
data, said converting occurring in parallel with the scanning of said page of the original 
document; and means for serially transmitting the electronic mail data in the form of electronic 
mail for each packet. 

Accordingly, Applicants request that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. S103 

Claims 2, 9 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tanimoto (JPO 2002-281230) in view of Kisono (US 6,906,829). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Because Tanimoto fails to disclose the conversion unit disclosed in the amended claims 
above, Applicants submit that the cited references, even when combined, do not suggest all the 
claimed features. Therefore, because the proposed combination of references does not teach or 
suggest all of the claimed features in claims 2, 9 and 16, Applicants submit that claims 2, 9 and 
16 would not have been obvious over these references. Accordingly, applicant requests that the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103 be withdrawn. 
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Claims 5, 12 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tanimoto (JPO 2002-281230) in view of Reifman (US 5,438,433). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Because Tanimoto fails to identically disclose the conversion unit disclosed in the 
amended claims above, Applicants submit that the cited references, even when combined, do not 
suggest all the claimed features. Therefore, because the proposed combination of references does 
not teach or suggest all of the claimed elements and features in claims 5, 12 and 19, Applicants 
submit that claims 5, 12 and 19 would not have been obvious over these references. 
Accordingly, Applicants request that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103 be withdrawn. 

Claims 6, 7, 13, 14, 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tanimoto (JPO 2002-281230) in view of Reifman (US 5,438,433) further in view of Murata 
(US 2004/0012806). 

Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

Because Tanimoto fails to identically disclose the conversion unit disclosed in the 
amended claims above, Applicants submit that the cited references, even when combined, do not 
suggest all the claimed features. Therefore, because the proposed combination of references does 
not teach or suggest all of the claimed elements and features in claims 6, 7, 13, 14, 20 and 21, 
applicant submits that claims 6, 7, 13, 14, 20 and 21 would not have been obvious over these 
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references. Accordingly, Applicants request that the rejection under 35 
withdrawn. 



In view of the aforementioned amendments and accompanying remarks, Applicants 
submit that the claims, as herein amended, are in condition for allowance. Applicants request 

such action at an early date. 

If the Examiner believes that this application is not now in condition for allowance, the 
Examiner is requested to contact Applicants' undersigned attorney to arrange for an interview to 
expedite the disposition of this case. 

If this paper is not timely filed, Applicants respectfully petition for an appropriate 
extension of time. The fees for such an extension or any other fees that may be due with respect 
to this paper may be charged to Deposit Account No. 50-2866. 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted, 
Westerman, Hattori, Daniels & Adrian, LLP 




Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 44,450 
Telephone: (202) 822-1100 
Facsimile: (202) 822-1111 
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